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INTRODUCTION

Anthropometry is the measurement of living subj@égeow W C, 2009).Anthropological facial analys
is useful in identification of racial, ethnical,dasexual differences(Tahamida Yesmin, 2014). Argblagists are
interested in studying intra- and inter-populatisariations among different morphological charact
(Malik, 2007).

Evaluation of facial type is very important for tipganning and prognosis of orthodontic treatme
Furthermore, direction of growth of the craniofd@amplex is indicated by the facial pattern andstrhe taken

into account when selecting the orthodontic bioraeits (Fernanda Catharino Menezes Franco, 2013).

Types of face, as determined by craniofacial measants, are divided into five international anatahi
categories:  hypereuryprosopic, euryprosopic, mesmpic, leptoprosopic and hyperleptoproso
(D. JEREML, 2013)
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This study was conducted in order to evaluate do@f type of Kurdish population in Sulaimani Ciuyrdistan

region-lraq by using facial index to establish addme quantitative data.
MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study was conducted on a sample of 200 dstidents (105 females and 95 males), aged 18-24 fremn
Sulaimani city that were randomly selected. Measrgs were performed at the School of Dentistrgulg of Medical
Sciences in the University of Sulaimani. The date wollected between January and April 2015. Alietts were without
past and existing craniofacial trauma, deformitfasjal scars or plastic surgery. The measuremertgss was explained

to each subject and permission was obtained frarh tssted person before measurement.

The subjects were placed in a sitting positionaxetl, with the head in the correct anatomical porsit
(natural head position) and the mandible in theimar intercuspal position and the mouth closedtahdard spreading
caliper with scale was used for measurement oflikistances between landmark points. Scale reade @5 cm. All

measurements were performed in the same way aret thelsame conditions.
Landmark points used in measuring the parameters ar
N-Nasion: The midpoint of the nasofrontal suture;
Gn-Gnathion: in the midline, the lowest point on the lower bardf the chin;
zy-zygomatic Prominences, zygionthe most lateral point on the zygomatic arch.

The facial index is the ratio of height of the fa® width of the upper face and was calculatedraing to the

formula:

Height of face «100 Na—Gn* 100

Facial index=

Width of upper face Vv —Z¥

The facial index was used to develop five facighety. Hyperleptoprosopic, leptoprosopic, mesoprasopi
euryprosopic and hypereuryprosopic. Facial typesevaategorized according to Banister’s classifaratas shown in
Table 1.

Statistical analysis were done by descriptive siad and Student’s (independent) t-test. Stasissignificance is

set at 5%.

Table 1: Banister's Classification of Facial Types

Face Shape Range of Prosopic Index
(1) Hypereuryprosopic (very broad face) <79.
(2) Euryprosopic (broad face) 80-84.9
(3)Mesoprosopic (round face) 85—-89.9
(4) Leptoprosopic (long face) 90-94
(5) Hyperleptoprosopic (very long face) >95

RESULTS

The study provides important new information canggy the total facial index and face shape in Khedish

population.

Impact Factor (JCC): 2.4283 Index Copernicualue (ICV): 6.1



Study of Facial Index among Kurdish Population 11

The finding of this study are depicted in Table82and figure 1. The mean values of facial heifdtial width
and facial index were respectively 109.4+ 8.35,.026.9.06, 91.05 + 9.54 in males and 101.5+8.32,d1:9.06, 90.05 +
9.7 in females (Table 2). The results of this strelyealed a higher values of facial height, fagi@th and facial index in

males compared to females.

Table 2: Mean and SD of Facial Height, Facial widthrand Facial Index of Kurdish Males and Females

Mean SD
Male Female | Both Genders| Male Female | Both Genders| P Value
Facial height 109.4 101.5 105.225 8.35 8.35 8.9 <0.0001*
Facial width 120.01 112.01 116.8 9.06 9.06 8.7 <0.0001*
Facial index 91.05 90.05 90.6 9.54 9.7 9.65 >0.05
8 Hypereuriprosopic
H Euriprosopic

W Mesoprosopic
H Leptoprosopic
W Hyperleptoprosopic

Figure 1: Facial Types in the Kurdish Population

According to the value of total facial index, tdeminant type of face phenotype was leptoprosopth &
prevalence of 50.5% (43.56%males and 56.44%femaldsgh was followed by mesoprosopic with a premateof 19%
(55.26% males and 44.74% females), hypereuryprosaith a prevalence of 15.5% (35.48% males and234.temales),
euryprosopic with a prevalence of 13.5% (59.26%esalnd Leptoprosopic and hypereuryprosopic fagmds have more
incidence in females compared to males in congasgprosopic and mesoprosopic are more common lasnthan in

females. Hyperleptoprosopic facial type was nohgademales but only in males (Table 3, Figure 2&3

Table 3: Distribution of Face Type in Kurdish Malesand Females

Face Shape Male Female Total

www.tjprc.org

Hypereuryprosopic

115.5% 35.48%

20 10% 64.52%

3115.5% 100%

Euryprosopic

16 8% 59.26%

115.5% 40.74%

2713.5% 100%

Mesoprosopic

2110.5% 55.26%

178.5% 44.74%

3819% 100%

Leptoprosopic

4422% 43.56%

5728.5% 56.44%

10150.5% 100%

Hyperleptoprosopic

31.5% 100%

00% 0%

315% 100%

Total

95 47.5%

105 52.5%

200 100%

Facial types in male

3%

M Hypereuryprosopic
H Euryprosopic

u Mesoprosopic

H Leptoprosopic

u Hyperleptoprosopic

Figure 2: Facial Types in Male

editor@tjprc.org



12 Anwar Ahmad Amin, Zhwan Jamal Rashid & Aradalal Noori

Facial types in Female

M Hypereuryprosopic
M Euryprosopic

S Mesoprosopic

M Leptoprosopic

B Hyperleptoprosopic

Figure 3: Facial Types in Female
DISCUSSIONS

This study showed that mean facial height for Ksindpopulation is105+8.9 which is lower than meariafa
height of Croatian population 113.76 +8.49 and &yripopulation 109.96 + 6.90(0rdica GrbeSa, 2003erbian
population 116.28+7.28(D. JEREM| 2013) and Malay population 111.9+8.4 (Ngeow W C, 2009}, figherthan mean
facial height of Gujarati Indian population 95.26#04 (Twisha Shah, 2015) while the mean facial lwidt Kurdish
population 11% 8.7 showed to be lower than the mean values cétéano population 132.49 +8.23 and Syrian population
132.73 +8.8Murdica Grbesa, 2007Berbian population 124.12+8.44 (D. JEREMP013) Malay population 127.3+8.0
(Ngeow W C, 2009) and of Gujarati Indian populatid®6.57+16.85 (Twisha Shah, 2015).

Regarding total facial index, the value obtainedKardish population is 90.6 £9.65 which is highiean values
of Croatian population 86.07 +7.0land Syrian popafa83.12 + 6.32 Hurdica GrbeSa, 2007pf Gujarati Indian
population 75.199+6.0 (Twisha Shah, 2015), Turki§b.2 (Sushma K. Kataria 2013) and Arabians 85.1
(Sushma K. Kataria 2013), but lower than mean fdoidex of Serbian population 93.68+6.9®. JEREMLC, 2013),
Nigerian population 95.86 (Sushma K. Kataria 204r&) Sindhi population 92.89 (Sushma K. Kataria 2013

This study showed that the dominant facial phermigpLeptoprosopic followed by mesoprosopic simitathe
findings of Serbian populatio(D. JEREML, 2013), but unlikeTahamida et awho found mesoprosopic in Malaysian
population followed by leptoprosopic (Tahamida Yesn2014),Twisha et awho found hypereuryprosopic followed by
euryprosopic in Gujarati Indian population(Twishzae8, 2015).

Regarding dominant facial type among males and lfesndifferent authors found different observatiansong

different ethnic groups compared to findings of #iah population as shown in table 4

Table 4: Facial Types among Males and Females infirent Population

; Total Observations
Authors Year | Ethnic Group Sample Male Femnale
I 0,
1 Ghosh and Malik 2007 Santhals of 800 E'UfyeprreOuSrOplr%gg /ioc Hypereuryprosopic 40.3%
(Malik, 2007) west Bengal yp yp P Euryprosopic 31.5%

27.3%

Jahanshahi et al Mesoprosopic 44% | Euryprosopic 37.7%

2 (ZJO%h8a;nshah| M, 2008 | Fars 407 Leptoprosopic 32% | Mesoprosopic 22.2%
Jahanshahi et al . 0 . 0

3 | (JahanshahiM, | 2008| Turkman 401 | Mesoprosopic 38.4%; Euryprosopic 51.7%
2008) Euryprosopic 26.8% | Hypereuryprosopic 35%
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Table 4: contd.,
Shetti et al (Vaishali
R. Shetti; . Euryprosopic 34% Mesoprosopic 34%

4 Shakunthala R. Pai; 2011 | Malaysian 200 Mesoprosopic 24% | Leptoprosopic 31%
Sneha, 2011)

Shetti et al (Vaishali Mesoprosopic &
. . 0

5 R. Shetti .| 2011 | Indian 200 Mesoprosopm 32% Euryprosopic 32%
Shakunthala R. Pai; Euryprosopic 31% Lentoprosonic 12%
Sneha, 2011) Ptoprosop °

Mesoprosopic 40%
Kurnia et al(Calvin . Hyperleptoprosopic | Leptoprosopic 42%

6 Kurnia, 2012) 2012 Chinese 48 & Leptoprosopic Mesoprosopic 30.3%

26.67%

7 Sapana et al (Sapar] %012 Guijarati 510 Mesoprosopic 34% | Euryprosopic 32.05%
Shah, 2012) Indian Leptoprosopic 27 % | Mesoprosopic 31.5%
Chisom et al Hypereuryprosopic . 0

8 | (Chisom Eliakim- 2012 | Ibo-Nigeria 300 80% Ez?erfou;gpirgslcgpi%f)ilﬁb
Ikechukwu, 2012) Euryprosopic 15.3% yp P 70
Chisom et al i Hypereuryprosopic . 0

9 | (Chisom Eliakim- | 2012 Iﬁr:gg 200 66% Ezferfousrg’pirgsl‘éﬁ/'c 9%
Ikechukwu, 2012) 9 Euryprosopic 24% yp P 0
Kumar and Lone Haryanvi Mesoprosopic 24.83% Mesoprosopic 17.52%

10 | (Mahesh Kumar, 2013 : 600 . 1o ; o
2013) Indian Euryprosopic 12% Hypereuryprosopic 12.5%

. Mesoprosopic 17.78% :
Jeremic et al (D. : . Leptoprosopic 81.71%

11 JEREMK, 2013) 2013 | Central Serbiag 700 I;gpé(;&:osopm Mesoprosopic 14.29%
Deepu et al (Deepu . Mesoprosopic 47% | Mesoprosopic 44.5%

12 Singh Kataria, 2015 2015 North Indian 400 Euryprosopic 27.5% | Euryprosopic 31.5%

. Leptoprosopic 46% | Leptoprosopic 54%
13 | Present Study 2016 Kurdish 200 Mesoprosopic 22% | Hypereuryprosopic 19%

CONCLUSIONS

This study is important for establishing a base ldata concerning facial phenotype in Kurdish patith in

Kurdistan region -Iraqg, which could be helpful tmthropologists, forensic experts, Orthodontis@xilto-facial surgeons,

Plastic surgeons and anatomists.
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